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distribution and not known to extend into Europe beyond Lower Austria and Fiume, 
whence it could well have been obtained by Escher who, as noted by Geyer on the 
slip of paper bearing his tracings, supplied him with these specimens. It is highly 
improbable that they came from Provence, where the species has never been taken. 
However, should the Commission accept our application, the question of the type 
locality of Huebner's sebrus becomes largely immaterial, as the name will become 
invalid. Our original application to the Commission needs no amendment, apart 
from the cancellation of the footnote. 

THE CASE OF PAPIL/O AGLAJA LINNAEUS. Z.N.(S.)1791 
(see volume 24, pages 186-189; volume 25, pages 68-71 ; volume 26, pages 2-6, 186) 

By Curtis W. Sabrosky {Systematic Entomology Laboratory , Agr. Res. Serv ., U.S. Dept, 
of Agricultitre y Washington , D.C.) 

I cannot refrain from pointing out that much of the argument by dos Passos and 
Warren {Bull. Zool. Nomencl. 25 : 68-71) and by Cowan and by Riley and Higgins 
{Bull. Zool. Nomencl. 26 : 2-6) is unjustified and unnecessary. The “first reviser’’ 
rule does not require that such action take place in a work that is, taken as a whole, 
a revision, however that term may be defined. The rule, Article 24a(i), covers any 
instance where an author has noted simultaneous publication of two or more names 
that are either identical or synonymous, and has clearly chosen one over the other(s). 
With respect to those particular names, such author is a reviser, whether he published 
in a “revision” or in a two-line note. The question of whether Linnaeus’ 12th edition 
is or is not a “revision” is totally irrelevant, but there is no question that Linnaeus in 
that 1767 work was a reviser — and apparently the first — of the Papilio aglaja situation. 

DATES OF SEPARATA: A COMMENT ON FINLAY’S WORKS ON NEW 
ZEALAND MOLLUSCA. Z.N.(S.)1868 
(see volume 26, pages 42-50, 184-185) 

By Curtis W. Sabrosky {Systematic Entomology Laboratory , Agr. Res. Serv ., U.S. Dept, 
of Agriculture , Washington , D.C.) 

On occasion, it may be necessary or desirable for the Commission to rule arbitrarily 
on the relative priority to be accorded two or more works for which exact dates of 
publication cannot be determined. However, when evidence exists, as it does for the 
separata of Finlay’s works, I favour letting the evidence prevail. There are innumer- 
able instances of advance distribution of separata, and too many complications are 
possible, e.g., a considerable interval of time may elapse before publication of a com- 
plete volume, and works may even be cited by other authors between separata and 
complete volume, or the complete volume may never appear. 

As far as I can determine, the difference in dates makes no difference in the mollus- 
can problems presented in the applicant’s part B. Let us leave the facts of publication 
as they are. 
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